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REMARKS 

Claims 9-13, 22-30, and 32-39 are pending in the application, for a total of 
22 pending claims. Claims 9, 22, and 27 are independent claims, and the other claims 
are dependent claims. Claims 1 through 8, 14 through 21, and 31 have been 
cancelled (without prejudice). Claims 22, 27, 36, and 37 have been amended 
(currently) and claims 38 and 39 are new. Claims 10-13 are original, although they 
depend upon claims that were previously amended. 

In the Office Action mailed on August 15, 2006, the drawings were 
objected to under 37 C.F.R. 1.83(a) as not showing the "right-angled plugs" recited in 
claim 31. Without consenting to this objection, Applicants have cancelled claim 31 
without prejudice or disclaimer, rendering the objection moot. No changes are being 
made, or need to be made, to the drawings at this time. In addition, claims 36 and 37 
were objected to because the word "first" was misspelled (as "fist") at two locations. 
Claims 36 and 37 have been amended to correct this typographical error. Applicants 
would like to thank Examiner Nasri for pointing out this error. Applicants submit that no 
new matter has been introduced by reason of these amendments. 

In the Office Action mailed on August 15, 2006, the Patent Office rejected 
all of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), or both, as being 
unpatentable (obvious or anticipated) over U.S. patent 6,607,408 (Milan). Applicants 
submit that the cited reference, Milan, does not anticipate or obviate the current claims 
because Milan does not teach or suggest all of the limitations of any of the currently 
pending claims. 

First, independent claims 9 and 27 require a first foot and a second foot. 
The Patent Office argues that Milan teaches a first foot and a second foot, and has 
provided a copy of FIG. 10 from Milan that has been marked to indicate that the two 
sides of the boss 70 on the top of hub 40 correspond to the first foot and the second 
foot of the current claims. However, Applicants submit that these two sides of the hub 
40 of Milan are not "feet" (i.e., a "first foot" and a "second foot"), as such terminology 
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would be understood by a person of ordinary skill in the art having studied both Milan 
and the current disclosure. 

Specifically, the general meaning of "foot", (in the context of a part of an 
apparatus), in most areas of technology is "something resembling a foot in position or 
use: as the lower end of the leg of a chair or table". 1 The word "foot" in this definition 
would refer to the anatomy of a human or animal, for example. Applicants submit that 
this meaning would appropriately apply to the interpretation of the current claims. In 
Applicants' disclosure, the first and second feet (240 and 340) resemble a foot in 
position, in that they project downward from bottom portion 113. 2 In the embodiment 
illustrated, the first and second feet (240 and 340) also resemble a foot in position, in 
that they project outward from a lower part of bottom portion 113. 3 Further, in this 
embodiment, the first and second feet (240 and 340) also perform the function of a foot, 
since they are used to support hub 100, for example, on a desk or on another hub. 4 In 
contrast, in Milan, the two sides of boss 70 are neither in the position of a foot, nor do 
they perform a similar function, since they do not support the hub when it is in its 
normal orientation. Rather, the two sides of boss 70 are on the top of the hub and 
perform a completely different function of providing attachment to a hub above. No 
evidence has been presented that the meaning of the term "feet" (i.e., a "first foot" and 
a "second foot") in the relevant art should be different than its normal and customary 
use, or that such a meaning would include the two sides of boss 70 in Milan. 

The disclosure of Milan supports Applicants position, since the two sides 
of boss 70 are not described as "feet", but rather, are described as "flanges 72". 5 Milan 
does not even mention "feet" (or "foot") in the specification 6 , and Applicants submit that 
Milan does not teach or suggest such a component using another name because Milan 
does not teach or suggest "something resembling a foot in position or use: as the lower 

1 Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, http://wvw.m-w.com/cgi-bin/dictionarv?book=Dictionary&va : =foot . 

2 See FIGS. 3 and 7. 

3 Id. 

4 See FIGS. 3 and 7 and paragraphs 0026 to 0028. 

5 Col. 5, lines 35-36; FIGS. 6 and 7. 
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end of the leg of a chair or table" 7 . In contrast, the embodiments of the hubs of Milan 
have a flat bottom surface devoid of anything (e.g., projecting downward or outward) 
that might resemble one or more feet. In some embodiments, this flat bottom surface in 
Milan is divided into two portions by recess 50, but even if these two portions were 
considered to be "feet", they are visibly quite unequal in size, which not only departs 
from any resemblance to feet, but is also very distinguishable from "a first foot and a 
symmetric and substantially similar second foot located at opposite ends of the bottom 
portion" as recited in claim 9. 8 Even if, arguendo, the flat bottom of the Milan hub were 
considered to be feet (which it would not be), such feet are not "symmetric" and there 
are no "substantially similar feet located at opposite ends" as recited in claim 9. As a 
result, Milan does not obviate claim 9. 

Claim 27 also requires a first foot and a second foot, but does not have 
the "symmetric and substantially similar" limitation of claim 9. Although Applicant's 
maintain that Milan does not have a first foot and a second foot, to further distinguish 
Milan in claim 27, Applicants have amended claim 27 to include the limitation "the first 
foot and the second foot project at least one of downward and outward from at least 
part of the bottom portion". Applicants submit that this limitation is supported, for 
example, by FIGS. 3 and 7 which illustrate feet 240 and 340 projecting both downward 
and outward from a lower part of bottom portion 113. Accordingly, Applicants submit 
that no new matter has been added by reason of this amendment. 

Further, Applicants have previously argued that Milan does not teach or 
suggest the limitation "wherein the hubs are attachably stackable in at least two 
orientations" as recited in independent claim 22, or both of the limitations "wherein the 
hubs are stackable in a first orientations by inserting the first tab into the first slot and by 
inserting the second tab into the second slot; and wherein the hubs are stackable in a 
second orientation by inserting the first tab into the second slot and by inserting the 

6 Milan does use the word "footprint", but that has a different meaning and does not refer to flanges 72 (Col. 1, line 
53). 

7 The definition of "foot" mentioned above, from Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, http://www.m- 
w.com/cqi-bin/dictionarv?book=Dictionarv&va=foot . 
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second tab into the first slot" as recited in independent claim 27. The Patent Office has 
stated that Milan teaches these limitations, that hub 90 (of Milan) can be turned 180 
degrees and attached, and that the "USPTO interprets claims, giving claims their 
'broadest reasonable interpretation'". However, no mention has been identified in Milan 
of being able to stack the hubs in multiple orientations as required in these claims. In 
addition, none of the 38 views in Milan show the hubs stacked in other than one 
orientation. Specifically, hubs 40 and 90 of Milan are shown stacked in only one 
orientation with respect to each other and with respect to hub 80, in particular, with boss 
70 closer to the right end for both hubs. 9 None of the views of Milan show one hub with 
boss 70 on the right end stacked with another hub with boss 70 at the left end, for 
example. Thus, no evidence exists on the record that the hubs of Milan were 
contemplated to be "attachably stackable in at least two orientations" as recited in 
independent claim 22 or the limitations "wherein the hubs are stackable in a first 
orientations by inserting the first tab into the first slot and by inserting the second tab 
into the second slot; and wherein the hubs are stackable in a second orientation by 
inserting the first tab into the second slot and by inserting the second tab into the first 
slot" as recited in new independent claim 27. 

Furthermore, since boss 70 and recess 50 are offset from the center of 
hubs 40 and 90 of Milan 10 , a stack of Milan hubs would likely not be stable and would 
take up unnecessary work surface space if attached in a different orientation to what is 
consistently shown and described in the disclosure of Milan. Further, in the other 
embodiment of Milan shown in FIGS. 27 to 30, an alternate orientation to what is shown 
would not be possible because the bump on the top of the bottom hub would not nest 
into the recess in the bottom of the top hub as shown, for example, in FIG. 30 of Milan. 
Consequently, the hubs of Milan would not be suitable for their intended purpose if 
assembled in different orientations as required in the current claims 22 and 27 of this 
application. As a result, Milan teaches away from the claimed embodiments of the 
present invention. 



Emphasis added. 
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Although the Patent Office has not revealed how they are interpreting 
Applicant's claims such that Milan would anticipate or obviate them, Applicants submit 
that it is only with the benefit of hindsight, after reviewing Applicant's disclosure, that it 
may seem obvious to assemble the hubs of Milan in an orientation opposite to what is 
shown. And such use of hindsight is impermissible in an obviousness analysis. 
Motivation to modify the prior art to arrive at the present invention must come from the 
references themselves, not from the present invention or the Applicants' disclosure. 
And Milan makes no suggestion to assemble the hubs in opposite orientations, and 
does not suggest the desirability of or motivation for such a modification. 
Consequently, Milan does not teach or suggest claim 22, even as previously presented. 

However, to further distinguish Milan, particularly regarding the novelty 
rejection, Applicants have amended claim 22 to include the step of "stacking the hubs in 
the at least two orientations". Thus, the hubs needn't merely be capable of being 
stacked in at least two orientations, but the hubs must actually be stacked in two 
orientations in order to infringe this method claim. Thus, even if one speculates that the 
hubs of Milan could be (although perhaps dysfunctionally) stacked in two orientations, 
since Milan does not teach or suggest doing so, Milan does not anticipate the current 
claim 22. But since applicants disclosure specifically teaches stacking the hubs in 
different orientations 11 no new matter has been introduced by reason of this 
amendment. In addition, Applicants submit that the step of "obtaining" devices 
described in the patent application would be inherent from the disclosure, so the 
amendment of changing the word "providing" to "obtaining" is supported by the original 
disclosure and no new matter has been introduced. 

Since Milan does not teach or suggest all of the limitations of any of the pending 
independent claims, Milan also does not teach or suggest all of the limitations of any of 
the pending dependent claims. In addition, many of the dependent claims contain 
further limitations not taught or suggested by Milan. As an example, Milan does not 

9 See FIGS. 7-10. 

10 See FIGS. 2-24. 

11 See paragraph 0027. 
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teach or suggest the limitation "wherein the first tab and the second tab are configured 
to deflect or flex to insert into the fist slot and the second slot and wherein substantially 
similar hubs are self-aligning and self-interlocking when stacked with each other" as 
recited in claims 36 and 37. The Patent Office has dismissed this limitation because 
Applicants did not define the amount of flexibility that is required. Applicants admit that 
all seemingly rigid bodies deflect to some extent when forces are applied. This is an 
inherent and well known property of all matter. But claims are to be interpreted, at least 
where possible to do so, so that all terms of the claims have meaning. If any amount of 
flexure or deflection would satisfy this claim limitation, then the limitation would have no 
meaning, since all solids deform to some extent. Applicant's submit that a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would understand this limitation to require more than an inherent 
amount of deflection. Further, the use of the words "configured to" in such claims 
means that the tabs would deflect more than what would be unavoidable or found as an 
inherent property of all matter. In contrast, in the configuration shown in Milan, no 
amount of deflection would be required to assemble the hubs. Further, Milan does not 
teach or suggest tabs that are configured to deflect or flex as recited in claims 36 and 
37. Applicants submit that combining Milan with the inherent deformability of solid 
bodies does not teach or suggest the limitations of claims 36 and 37, even without 
considering the limitations of the claims upon which these two claims depend. 

Further, many of the dependent claims, such as claims 11, 12, and 32, contain 
limitations requiring status indicators. The Patent Office has stated that U.S. patent 
6,824,422 (Huang) shows status indicator lights (LED's) on a hub. Applicants submit 
that even though status indicator lights have previously been contemplated for a hub, 
even if combined, Huang and Milan do not teach or suggest the specific arrangement, 
location, and application required by the current claims that require status indicators. 
For example, no teaching, suggestion, or motivation has been presented to include 
status indicators on a USB hub "wherein the group of status indicators are visible 
through a portion of the top portion" as recited in claim 1 1 . 

Applicants have also added new dependant claims 38 and 39 which contain 
limitations that the feet and slots (respectively) are symmetric and substantially similar. 
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Claim 38 also requires that the feet be at opposite ends of the bottom portion. These 
claims are fully supported in the specification, for example, in paragraphs 0023 and 
0024 (respectively). 12 Accordingly, Applicants submit that no new matter has been 
introduced by reason of the incorporation of these new claims. However, as discussed 
above with reference to claim 9, Applicants submit that the limitations of these new 
claims are not taught or suggested by the prior art of reference. 

In conclusion, Applicants submit that since the cited references do not teach or 
suggest all of the limitations of any of the pending claims, that the references neither 
anticipate nor obviate any of the pending claims. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration of the application and allowance of all pending claims. Should 
the Examiner wish to discuss any of the above in greater detail or deem that further 
amendments should be made to improve the form of the claims, the Examiner is invited 
to telephone the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted, 





Allan W. Watts 
U.S. Reg. No. 45,930 
Bryan Cave LLP 
One Renaissance Square 
Two North Central Avenue, 
Suite 2200 

Phoenix, AZ 85004-4406 
allan.watts@bryancave.com 
Direct: 602-364-7331 
Fax: 602-716-8331 



12 



See published application 2005/0094355. 
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